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 Toward Understanding the Existence of Groups:  
The Relationship between Climate Strength and Entitativity 
  The explosion in the prevalence of groups and teams in the workplace has given 
rise to an equally strong surge in empirical and theoretical research on behaviors, 
cognitions, and emotions surrounding groups and teams (Marks, Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 
2001). Literature addressing group phenomena within organizational science has 
discussed many topics, including group affect and personality (e.g., George, 1990), 
training and performance (e.g., Marks, Sabella, Burke, & Zaccaro, 2002), and 
negotiations (e.g., Mannix, Thompson, & Bazerman, 1989). Further, research exploring 
multi-level issues and theory has provided strong support for the existence of a variety of 
group-level phenomena (e.g., Ehrhart, 2004) and has demonstrated that these phenomena 
are important predictors of a variety of outcomes (e.g., Schneider, Salvaggio, & Subirats, 
2002).  
While measuring the strength of group-level constructs (often evaluated using 
rWG, average deviation, or intraclass correlations; Burke & Dunlap, 2002; Burke, 
Finkelstein, & Dusig, 1999) is important for understanding the degree to which a 
construct may be understood as representing a group-level phenomenon, organizational 
research on groups has yet to directly measure the degree to which a group is perceived 
as a group by its members. Instead, researchers have indicated that highly shared levels of 
a given variable within a group may be interpreted as evidence that members within a 
group are acting as a group (e.g., Cohen, Doveh, & Eick, 2001; George & James, 1993), 
but have not directly evaluated a group’s perception of its own ‘entitativity’, or the degree to which a group is perceived as a unique, coherent, and differentiable social 
entity (Campbell, 1958).  
The current paper is meant to redress this lack of theoretical and empirical work 
on entitativity within the organizational sciences by first reviewing contributions from 
social psychological literature on entitativity. Following this, we review literature on the 
measurement of entitativity and develop theoretical propositions related to a measure of 
entitativity at the individual-level of analysis, allowing us to postulate criteria for the 
evaluation of an entitativity measure. Next, we develop a general measure of entitativity 
for the organizational and social sciences, providing empirical support for the validity of 
this measure through confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), and by showing predicted 
relationships between related individual-level constructs and our measure of entitativity. 
Finally, we discuss the importance of our findings to the study of entitativity for the 
organizational sciences. 
Entitativity 
The construct of entitativity was first proposed by Campbell (1958), and was 
defined as that which gives a social unit “the nature of an entity, of having real existence” 
(Campbell, 1958, p. 17). Campbell based his theory of entitativity on gestalt principles of 
perceptual organization, called perceptual grouping principles, which describe object 
perception (Koffka, 1935). As discussed by gestalt psychologists (e.g., Köhler, 1959), 
individuals share common perceptual grouping principles which allow them to make 
inferences to multiple aspects of the environment (e.g., the component parts of a chair) as 
being related (e.g., a cohesive unit called a ‘chair’), such as the similarity, proximity, and 
the collective movement/shared common fate of objects (Albertazzi, 1999; Wertheimer, 1944). Campbell proposed that if individuals tend to group the aspects of their 
environment into units (i.e., objects) according to these principles, then they may also 
tend to use these sample principles to group individuals. Specifically, Campbell proposed 
people will perceive multiple individuals as a single, cohesive, and differentiable social 
grouping when those individuals are judged as possessing high degrees of similarity, 
proximity, and collective movement/shared common fate. 
While little research was conducted on entitativity for many years, there has been 
a recent renewal of interest in the topic in social psychology, and consequently, a 
multiplicity of empirical and theoretical developments (e.g., Abelson, Dasgupta, Park, & 
Banaji, 1998; Crawford, Sherman, & Hamilton, 2002; Moreland & McMinn, 2004). 
Beginning with an exploration of findings which indicate that individuals process 
information differently when it relates to an individual versus a group target, with 
perceivers expecting more coherence from individuals than from groups (see also 
Hamilton & Sherman, 1996; McConnell, Sherman, & Hamilton, 1994), Hamilton (1991) 
proposed that this effect could be moderated by the degree to which a group was 
perceived as a cohesive entity. According to Hamilton, some group targets may be 
perceived as more similar to an individual than other group targets, based on their degree 
of similarity, proximity, and collective movement/shared common fate (i.e., entitativity). 
If perceived as a differentiable, cohesive social entity, then information processing about 
a group should mirror information that of cognition related to an individual. 
  In line with Hamilton’s postulations, research on entitativity has shown that as 
individuals perceive a target to be more entitative, they tend to form an integrated 
impression of the target (Yzerbyt, Cornielle, & Estrada, 2001). These integrated impressions result in more active, ‘on-line’ cognition of groups, where individuals form 
impressions at the same time they encode behaviors relevant to a target, a strategy usually 
associated with information processing related to individual targets (McConnell, 
Sherman, & Hamilton, 1997). Alternately, ratings of group targets with less entitativity 
have been shown to be associated with more memory-based cognitions, commonly 
associated with information processing of a group target (McConnel et al., 1997). In other 
words, as a group’s entitativity increases, individuals actually perceived the group as a 
unitary phenomenon, similar to the way they would perceive an individual person 
(Johnson & Queller, 2003). Taken as a whole, these studies provide support for the idea 
that groups may be seen in similar ways as individuals, and that this way of viewing 
groups can be explained through the concept of entitativity (Yzerbyt, Rogier, & Fiske, 
1998). 
Interestingly, other studies related to information processing of high versus low 
entitative groups have shown that individuals tend to make more errors in the judgment 
of individuals when these individuals belong to groups with high levels of entitativity 
(Dasgupta, Banaji, & Abelson, 1999). Theoretically, these errors of judgment occur 
because, with a high degree of perceived unity within a group, individuals form an 
impression of the group as a single entity, by cognitively creating a group-member 
prototype (Johnson & Queller, 2003). Then, the properties of the prototype are 
systematically applied to an individual group-member whenever individuals are asked to 
judge members from the highly entitative group. In other words, members from groups 
which are perceived to have a high degree of entitativity are stereotyped based on a 
group-member prototype (McGarty, Haslam, Hutchinson, & Grace, 1995).  The above finding lends support to the notion that groups which are perceived as 
a cohesive entity are processed as a single target. Further indicating this are findings that, 
when presented with information regarding highly entitative groups, individuals make 
greater efforts to resolve inconsistent information associated with a highly entitative 
group (Plaks, Shafer, & Shoda, 2003; Welbourne, 1999), as they do with individual 
targets. Other support comes in the form of research showing that individuals tend to 
make strong dispositional inferences about highly entitative groups (Yzerbyt et al., 1998), 
a heuristic more often associated with cognitions surrounding individual targets.  
Taken as a whole, the above findings appear to indicate that individuals process 
information about a highly entitative group by attempting to actually create that group as 
an individual. This is evidenced through the production of a single member-prototype for 
an entire group. Further, individuals subsequently process information regarding the 
group as they would process information about an individual target, namely, by 
attempting to resolve inconsistent information and by making dispositional inferences. 
  In order to understand the aspects of groups that are associated with a perception 
of entitativity, other researchers have investigated the antecedents and consequences of 
perceived entitativity. In a cross-national study in the United States and Poland, Lickel 
and colleagues found that perceptions of entitativity were positively related to a group’s 
level of interaction, common goals and outcomes, member similarity, and group 
importance for in-group members (Lickel, Hamilton, Wieczorkowska, Lewis, Sherman, 
& Uhles, 2000). Further, other research has shown that, at the individual-level of 
analysis, group cohesion (Crawford et al., 2002), interdependent activity and meaningful 
group distinctions (Brewer, Weber, & Carini, 1995; Gaertner & Schopler, 1998), perceptions of physical and psychological similarity (Dasgupta et al., 1999), and the 
anonymity of group members (Sassenberg & Postmes, 2002) are all positively related to 
perceptions and manipulations of entitativity. Theoretically, all of the above constructs 
relate to the degree that a group may be conceptualized as a differentiable entity through 
1) perceptions of similarity among group members, 2) proximity of group members, and 
3) the common movement/shared fate of individuals. 
Interestingly, group identity has also been shown to relate to a group’s entitativity 
(Castano, Yzerbyt, & Bourguignon, 2003). According to Brewer (1991), the reason that 
group identity should relate to entitativity is that individuals, while seeking to reduce 
uncertainty and attain group membership (Hogg & Terry, 2000), are concurrently 
motivated to attain differentiation from other groups. As such, by identifying with a 
highly entitative group, individuals simultaneously optimize their desire for group 
identity and their desire to be differentiated from others, due to the fact that they perceive 
their group as a distinct entity and different from other groups. 
In summary, entitativity has been shown to be both a theoretically and empirically 
useful construct in social psychology. However, organizational scholars have yet to 
attempt to integrate entitativity into their study of organizational and group behavior and 
cognition. In order to facilitate the study of entitativity, and show its usefulness for the 
organizational sciences, below we relate the concept of entitativity to that of group 
climate. Specifically, we review literature on the concept of climate strength and then 
theoretically link entitativity with climate strength. 
Climate Strength   Recently, research on climates in groups and organizations has grown rapidly 
within organizational science (Klein, Tosi, & Cannella, 2001). Researchers have studied 
climate-level variables ranging from safety (e.g., Probst, 2004; Smith-Crowe, Burke, & 
Landis, 2003) and service (e.g., Schneider, White, & Paul, 1998) to political climate (e.g., 
Hochwarter, Kacmar, Perrewe, & Johnson, 2004). The empirical findings and theoretical 
implications associated with this research provide strong support for the importance of 
climate variables for understanding and predicting organizational behavior and cognition 
(Behnson, 2002; Ostroff, 1993). 
  Researchers studying climate within organizational science have indicated that the 
study of climate may take a variety of forms, with group-level variables relating to their 
lower-level analogues in many distinct manners (i.e., composition models; James, 1982). 
One of these forms is in the dispersion of phenomena within a group, or the degree of 
within-group variance along a given variable, called climate strength (CS; Chan, 1998; 
also called ‘climate consensus’ by some authors, e.g., Lindell & Brandt, 2000, and ‘group 
consensus’ by others, e.g., Bliese & Britt, 2001). In dispersion models examining CS, the 
degree of variance within a group is used to represent a group-level construct (e.g., the 
variance in customer-service climate; Schneider et al., 2002). Essentially, the crux of the 
argument for dispersion as a focal construct centers on its ability to represent agreement 
(or disagreement) within a group along a given variable (Bliese & Halverson, 1998). 
While often simply used as an index of the justification for aggregation to the group level 
(González-Romá et al., 2002), many researchers have shown that the degree of variation 
among individuals within a group is an important predictor of relationships (e.g., 
González-Romá, Peiró, & Tordera, 2002), and a variety of authors have commented upon the theoretical importance of understanding group-dispersion (e.g., Schneider, Smith, & 
Sipe, 2000; Sani & Reicher, 1998). 
  Theoretically, CS will relate to a variety of outcomes due to its relation to 
differences in perception across individuals within a group (Schneider et al., 2002). As 
discussed by a variety of authors (e.g., Mischel, 1976), as the strength of a situation or 
climate increases (i.e., as within-group variance is reduced), so should the degree to 
which individuals begin to perceive it in the same way (related also to processes of group 
polarization, e.g., Galam & Moscovici, 1991; Hogg, Turner, & Davidson, 1990). Through 
this shared perception, it follows that individuals within a group will begin to share forms 
of cognition, affect, and behavior (also discussed in literature on shared mental models, 
group mind, transactive memory structures, and shared affect and attitudes, e.g., Austin, 
2003; Cannon-Bowers & Salas, 2001; Elfenbein & Ambady, 2002; Forgas, 1990; Holtz, 
2004; Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin, Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000; Mohammed & 
Dumville, 2001; Sechrist & Stangor, 2001; Weick & Roberts, 1993). In a reciprocal 
process, through its relation to sharing cognitions, affect, and behavior within a group, 
the CS of a given group will subsequently increase and members will be yet more 
perceptually similar (Mischel, 1976; Schneider et al., 2002).  
Entitativity and Climate Strength 
The similarity among members which CS represents is quite interesting to 
consider when cast in the light of entitativity. As group entitativity has been shown to 
relate to similarity among group members (e.g., Abelson et al., 1998; Dasgupta et al., 
1999), it follows that as perceptions of similarity within a group increase, so too will the 
degree of entitativity perceived within a group. Further, if CS is what drives perceptions of similarity among group members, then it is logical to conclude that CS should be 
related to perceptions of entitativity, with this relationship holding true along climate 
dimensions which are readily perceptible. 
  An example of a climate variable which has been discussed as readily evident is 
that of affective climate, composed of both positive and negative affect (PA and NA, 
respectively; George, 1990; 1996). One reason this is so, according to affective climate 
researchers (e.g., Carr, Schmidt, Ford, & DeShon, 2003; George, 1990), is because 
individual affective dispositions are likely to be easily observed by other group members. 
As individuals within a group observe similarity or dissimilarity among group members, 
in terms of their affective dispositions, they may form shared impressions of the degree 
of similarity or dissimilarity among group members (George, 1990). Based on 
Campbell’s notion of similarity as leading to perceptions of entitativity (empirically 
supported by researchers such as Castano et al., 2003), the less similar group affect is 
across individuals within a group, the less entitative individuals within a group will judge 
their group to be. In other words, as individuals perceive less similarity among group 
members, they may be less likely to infer the existence of their group as a discrete and 
coherent social phenomenon (Campbell, 1958). 
Hypothesis CS1: The deviation of scores within a group along a measure of 
positive affectivity will negatively relate to ratings of entitativity within the group. 
Hypothesis CS2: The deviation of scores within a group along a measure of 
negative affectivity will negatively relate to ratings of entitativity within the 
group. In order to test the above hypothesis, in a predictive manner, we require a measure 
of entitativity as a dependent variable. However, and problematically, a psychometrically 
sound measure of entitativity has yet to be developed within literature addressing 
entitativity. Thus, in order to provide a mechanism allowing us to test our hypothesis, and 
to provide researchers a measure of entitativity, we discuss the measurement of 
entitativity in the past and develop a measure of the construct, discussed below. 
Measuring Entitativity 
A significant body of literature addressing entitativity has indicated difficulty in 
measuring the construct, due to the rather broad nature of the concept and a lack of 
measurement-focused empirical work (e.g., Castano, Yzerbyt, & Bourguignon, 2003; 
Gaertner & Schopler, 1998; Lickel et al., 2000). Because of this difficulty, most studies 
of entitativity manipulate rather than measure group entitativity, often by altering the 
kurtosis of a group’s distribution along a given variable (i.e., by making group members 
appear more similar or dissimilar; e.g., Dasgupta et al., 1999), or by altering group 
cohesion and member similarity (e.g., Crawford et al., 2002). As such, a majority of 
entitativity literature has only been able to study entitativity as an independent variable, 
limiting researchers’ study of entitativity as a dependent variable (e.g., Brase, 2001; 
McConnell et al., 1997; Plaks et al., 2003).  
In addition, those studies which have measured entitativity do not provide details 
specific enough to allow the replication of its measure or confidence in the psychometric 
properties of their measure (e.g., Brewer et al., 1999), have used discourse analysis (e.g., 
Hopkins & Kahani-Hopkins, 2004), or have used proxies, such as group cohesion, for a 
true measure of entitativity (e.g., Castano et al., 2003; Lickel et al., 2000). Alternatively, other studies have employed measures of entitativity which hold true to Campbell’s 
(1958) original conceptualization of entitativity as based on gestalt principles of object 
perception. Specifically, some studies have used graphical rating scales, instructing 
participants to rate a group based on the degree to which it conforms to a series of 
pictures ranging from expressing dots or lines as being interdependent, proximal, and 
coherent, to expressing their respective antitheses (e.g., Gaertner & Schopler, 1998; 
Sassenberg & Postmes, 2004). However, not only have these types of measures not been 
evaluated psychometrically, but can be cumbersome to administer, and forego direct 
questioning in favor of an indirect attempt to measure an antecedent to entitativity. 
Problematically, all of the above studies which measured entitativity suffer from a 
failure to present a direct and replicable measure of entitativity, with empirically 
demonstrated psychometric soundness. In order to provide a short, cogent, and specific 
measure of general entitativity, the purpose of the current work is to develop a 
psychometrically-sound measure of entitativity. Specifically, we attempt here to develop 
a measure which reflects the degree to which a group is perceived as a unique and 
coherent social entity. 
In order to evaluate the validity of our measure, we postulate relations between 
our measure and other constructs to which entitativity has been shown to be related in 
social psychological literature. As discussed above, at the individual-level of analysis, 
entitativity has been shown to be related to group cohesion (GC; e.g., Crawford et al., 
2002) and group identity (GI; e.g., Castano et al., 2003). Thus, any measure of entitativity 
should relate to these two constructs. 
Hypothesis 1: A measure of entitativity will positively related to group cohesion. Hypothesis 2: A measure of entitativity will positively related to group identity. 
Method 
Participants 
  Participants were recruited from undergraduate courses at Tulane University. 
Approximately 164 of all participants were female and 107 were male (N = 271), with an 
average age of 20.3 years. 
Measures 
All individuals were given measures of PA and NA (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 
1988), GI (from Van Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000), GC (from Johnson, & Fortman, 
1988), and two 8 item measures of entitativity. The first of the two was associated with 
instructions asking participants to rate the entitativity of their own group. The second of 
the two was associated with instructions asking participants to rate the entitativity of an 
out-group. We asked participants to fill out the measure using both the in- and the out-
group as a referent in order to allow conducting a test of measurement invariance, 
discussed in our results. 
Design and Procedure 
  The overall design used in the current study was that of a minimal-groups 
paradigm (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). However, before group assignment, 
participants were first asked to fill out measures of PA and NA. Then, participants were 
asked to write down an estimate of the number of jelly-beans in a jar. Their estimates 
were collected and then participants were placed in one of two groups (with each group 
containing seven individuals, k = 40; we note here that data from nine individuals was 
considered inadmissible due to attrition). Participants were told that this grouping was based on whether or not they had over- or under-estimated the number of jelly-beans in a 
jar, with the experimenter calling out their name and emphasizing whether or not they 
were an over- or under-estimator during group assignment. However, participants were 
actually randomly sorted into one of the two groups. Participants were then instructed 
that they would be competing against the other group, for a period of 20 minutes, in a 
contest to build the tallest tower possible out of construction paper and a roll of tape. 
  After 10 minutes of competition, participants were halted in their task and asked 
to fill out measures of group identity and group cohesion. Participants then resumed their 
task until the full 20 minutes had elapsed. Following this, participants filled out a 
measure of entitativity in two portions. The first portion of the scale asked participants to 
fill out the scale using their own group as the referent, while the second portion asked 
participants to fill out the same measure using the other group as a referent for their 
ratings. 
Results 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to validate our measure of 
entitativity using LISREL 8.71. However, because our participants were nested within 
groups, we first computed the within- versus between-groups covariance matrices for our 
entitativity data, in order to allow us to model only within-groups effects. In other words, 
we partialed out variance associated with being nested within a group from our 
entitativity measure in order to estimate only individual-level effects (i.e., to conduct an 
unbiased, individual-level CFA). We did this in accord with formulations for multi-level 
structural equation modeling (SEM; Muthén, 1989; Muthén, 1994), which requires an estimate of the population within-groups covariance matrix, in accorded with multi-level 
population decomposition models (Cronbach & Webb, 1979). We also used only within-
groups data because, with a small second-level sample size, between-groups estimates of 
effects are often highly unstable in SEM (McDonald, 1994).  
  As we had data for each participant’s in- and out-group ratings of entitativity, we 
modeled both simultaneously, with the assumption that each set of 8 items would load on 
their own entitativity factor. We allowed error variances to correlate between similar 
items across the two targets, as assumptions of uncorrelated errors are not always tenable 
with repeated measures data (Kline, 1998). Further, after reviewing modification indices, 
we allowed the factors extracted from each set of items to covary, as they were highly 
related. After comparing multiple models and examining item-loadings and model fit 
from the original 8 items, we selected three items (see Appendix) which allowed for 
adequate model fit for both in- and out-group entitativity ratings (see both Figure and 
Table 1, Model 1; Hu & Bentler, 1999). After obtaining these three items, we conducted 
analyses of scale reliability using the within-groups covariance matrix for both in- and 
out-group ratings (i.e., an examination of reliability not confounding group effects). We 
used LISREL to estimate scale reliability using the within-groups matrix, as our original 
data confounded within- and between-groups effects, and also because computations of a 
may over- or under-estimate scale reliability (Novick & Lewis, 1967; Raykov, 2001). In 
accord with procedures outlined in Raykov and Shrout (2002), we estimated in-group 
entitativity reliability at .86 and out-group reliability at .79 using SEM. 
Measurement Invariance Due to the difference in reliability observed above, we decided it important to 
conduct a test for measurement invariance across in- and out-group targets, in accord 
with recommendations made in literature on measurement invariance (e.g., Byrne, 
Shavelson, & Muthén, 1989; Cheung & Rensvold, 1999). Analyses of measurement 
invariance are often informative for research conducted with a single test across 1) 
multiple points in time, 2) multiple groups, and 3) multiple targets. Tests of measurement 
invariance often take the form of running simultaneous CFAs across the test 
administrations of interest, with equality constraints placed on various test parameters 
across the administrations to examine for similar test functioning, which informs 
researchers of a measure’s robustness (Joreskög, 1971). For the current study, our 
analysis of measurement invariance is meant to indicate the appropriateness of 
interpreting the results of our measure when applied to multiple targets, a common form 
of analysis for measurement invariance (Millsap, 1997). 
After establishing appropriate baseline models for each referent for our measure 
(see Figure 1), we constrained factor loadings across both in- and out-group ratings to be 
equal (for each respective item). Comparing the partially-constrained model fit to that of 
the first, unconstrained model revealed a statistically non-significant difference (??
2
(3) = 
5.63, p > .05; see Table 1, Model 2), indicating that factor loadings were similar across 
entitativity referents for our three item measure. In addition to factor loadings, we then 
constrained error variances to be equal across both referents and found a statistically 
significant difference between in- and out-group ratings of entitativity between this and 
our loading-constrained model (??
2
(3) = 22.07, p < .05; see Table 1, Model 3). Thus, we provide evidence of partial measurement invariance across in- and out-group ratings of 
entitativity with our three item measure, in the form of similar factor loadings. 
Measure Relationships 
  In order to provide further evidence for the validity of our measure, we sought to 
find relationships which have been shown in psychological literature (as discussed 
above). In order to conduct analyses examining relationships among our variables of 
interest, we decided to examine relations among entitativity and other variables using 
both within-groups only, and between- and within-group analyses. We conducted a 
within-groups only analysis in order to provide an accurate estimate of our measure for 
research conducted at the individual-level of analysis with data not nested within groups 
(see Table 2 for means, SDs, and item intercorrelations). In order to accomplish this 
analysis, we used the same method as our CFA above (i.e., we computed population 
estimates of the within-groups covariance matrix; Cronbach & Webb, 1979; Muthén, 
1989; Muthén, 1994). As computing population estimates of both between- and within-
groups data for in-group entitativity, GC, and GI simultaneously caused admissibility 
problems in our model, in order to allow us to model all paths and latent variables 
simultaneously, we created testlets (an item-parceling technique) by combining items 
within GC and GI using a technique of parceling based on similar factor loadings (an 
empirical technique), as outlined in Landis, Beal & Tesluk (1999; note: we did not parcel 
entitativity items, as we sought to keep as much unique, item-based variance as possible 
for our measure of entitativity). We used this technique because it allows a researcher to 
be sensitive to factor structures which exist within a dataset. Our final structural model 
estimates the path coefficients associated with the within-groups scores and indicates relationships which support hypotheses M1 and M2 (see Figure 2 for path coefficients, 
error variance, and disturbance term estimates). Model fit indices are within acceptable 
levels and indicate adequate model fit (see Table 1, Model 4; Hu & Bentler, 1999).  
  In order to provide an accurate estimate of the relationships found in the current 
data set using both between- and within-groups variance (i.e., using all variance in our 
dataset; Kenny, Mannetti, Pierro, Levi, and Kashy, 2002), we also conducted 
simultaneous between- and within-groups analyses using HLM. We did this to allow an 
accurate estimate of our entitativity measure’s relationship with other variables for 
research conducted with individuals nested within groups. Results from this analysis are 
provided in Table 3 and show similar relationships found in our structural model. 
However, this analysis also indicated a lack of a significant amount of variance in the 
relationship between GI and entitativity (?
2
(38) = 43.9, p = .235) and GS and entitativity 
(?
2
(38) = 29.854, p >.5) across groups, providing evidence for the stability of our effects. 
In utilizing both SEM and HLM we hope to have provided a comprehensive evaluation of 
our measure of entitativity both between- and within-groups. Below we address our 
remaining hypotheses. 
Multilevel Analysis 
  To test hypotheses CS1 and CS2, we employed the program HLM, to allow us to 
account for intraclass correlations among scores nested within groups while modeling the 
second-level effect of affective tone (Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992). While entitativity 
already existed at the individual-level of analysis, in order to measure the amount of 
variance within groups along both NA and PA we computed the standard deviation of 
both for each group. While a number of estimators of agreement exist for analyses of climate strength, such as rWG (Lindell & Brandt, 2000), our hypotheses concerned the 
amount of variance within each group and, as outlined in Schneider et al. (2002), 
standard deviations within group are an appropriate measure of this. Thus, we regressed 
entitativity onto the standard deviation of PA and NA (in order to ease the interpretation 
of results, we also first standardized the values along all variables).  
Results indicated a statistically significant negative effect of within-group 
variance along PA on entitativity (ß = -.13, SE = .057, t(36) = -2.32, p = .026). Further,  
we found a statistically significant negative effect of within-group variance along NA on 
entitativity (ß = -.14, SE = .065, t(36) = -2.09, p = .044). These results indicate support for 
hypotheses CS1 and CS2, showing that group member dissimilarity along affective 
dispositions predicted individual ratings of group entitativity.  
Discussion 
The current study points to the importance of entitativity in a variety of ways. 
First, entitativity is a theoretically and empirically useful way to explain individual-level 
cognitions which relate to culture strength, and while above we used a framework where 
climate strength predicted entitativity, we do not intent to preclude the possibility that 
there is a reciprocal relationship between climate strength and entitativity. It is possible 
that, as people begin to perceive that they are a part of an actual group (i.e., their group is 
high on entitativity), they may construct a shared group prototype (McGarty et al., 1995; 
Moran & Volkwein, 1992) and use this prototype as a referent for their behaviors, 
emotions, and evaluations of themselves and their group (Ashforth, 1985; Rentsch, 
1990), causing them to act, feel, and think more similarly (Festinger, 1950; González-
Romá, Ramos, Peiró, Rodríguez, Muños, 2000; Klein, Conn, Smith, & Sorra, 2001). In turn, as indicated in the current study, this similarity may lead to perceptions of similarity 
and the inference that there is an actual group. 
  Further, at the individual level of analysis, entitativity was shown to be related to 
both group identity and group cohesion, providing support for previous research 
indicating a relationship between entitativity and these constructs (e.g., Castano et al., 
2003; Crawford et al., 2002). Also, at the individual level of analysis, we found a 
relatively strong relationship between perceptions of in-group entitativity and out-group 
entitativity (see Figure 1). This result suggests that the perception of entitativity may be a 
cognitive heuristic which is applied to different types of groups. At face value, the fact 
that people were more likely to view an out-group as having high levels of entitativity, 
when they perceived their own group as also having a high degree of entitativity, seems 
to run counter to the theoretical explanation that entitativity is related to group 
identification and in-group cohesion. However, some evidence suggests that high levels 
of in-group identification may also lead to the viewing of out group members as similar 
(e.g., the out-group homogeneity effect; Haslam, Oakes, Turner & McGarty, 1995). Thus, 
it may be that entitativity, once initiated as a cognitive process, is used as a way of seeing 
groups other than one’s own – an interesting finding for the current study because, with 
lab-based and minimal groups paradigms research, showing out-group related effects has 
been shown to be difficult at times (e.g., Ostrom & Sedikides, 1992). 
Through our analyses we also hope to have provided some evidence for the 
validity of our measure of entitativity, utilizing both the within-groups and the between- 
and within-groups variance to support our conclusions (i.e., our SEM and HLM results, 
respectively). Toward the end of measure development, were provided evidence of acceptable levels of fit in a confirmatory factor analysis and partial measurement 
invariance across targets for entitativity ratings. This aspect of our study, we hope, will 
allow future researchers to utilize a concise measure of entitativity with relative 
confidence in its construct validity. However, this is not to say that the study of 
entitativity, or the meaning of Campbell’s original theory (1958), is at all complete. 
  Finding better ways to study entitativity can also shed light on issues of 
aggregation that have rendered problematic various multi-level studies in the social 
sciences (e.g., Robinson, 1950, more). For example, some studies have manipulated the 
kurtosis of the distribution of group-member properties to alter perceptions of entitativity 
in participants (Dasgupta et al., 1999). In other words, researchers have shown that by 
reducing the degree of spread in a dataset, around an average value, individuals are more 
likely to perceive a group as a single entity. This is important when contrasted against 
theory regarding the appropriateness of aggregating individual scores to the group-level 
in organization science, with some authors explicitly discussing the fact that with a highly 
leptokurtic distribution of group-member values along a given variable, aggregation is 
justified (e.g., George & James, 1993; Lindell & Brandt, 2000). Thus, by using principles 
of score similarity to justify aggregation, organizational and other scientists are using the 
same Gestalt principles which guide our everyday perceptions and, with every 
publication using aggregate scores to represent groups based on score similarity, confirm 
Campbell’s (1958) original propositions about the heuristics individuals use to determine 
whether or not a set of people are a coherent social entity. 
  If this analogy between multi-level aggregation principles in science and peoples’ 
“folk” aggregation procedures holds, then this study joins a literature which views people’s cognitive processes as following essentially statistical procedures. An example 
of this type of theory is Signal Detection Theory (Green & Swets, 1966), which indicates 
that individuals operate with a cut-off for the recognition of events, similar to the use of a 
p-value for understanding the significance of a phenomenon. The advantage of theories 
of this type is that they allow complex and developed predictions about individual 
behavior to be formulated, because they draw on complex procedures that have already 
been well-established in the methodology literature. 
  In conclusion, we have attempted to create and validate a psychometrically sound 
measure of entitativity, and show how this measure may be used to explain important 
group-related phenomena. We have outlined empirical evidence that rich insights may be 
gained regarding these phenomena by studying entitativity, and that these insights exist at 
multiple levels of analysis. At the individual level of analysis, we demonstrated that 
entitativity correlated with group identity and group cohesion, while at the group level, 
dispersion in a group’s affective tone predicted ratings of group entitativity. We hope that 
through these findings the current work will allow more well informed, full, and 
expedient explorations of entitativity perceptions, and we believe that we have shown 
such explorations to be key to a better understanding of groups. References 
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Model Statistics 
                       SRMR        NFI     NNFI      CFI       GFI            ?
2          df 
Model 1           .030           .99        .99        1.00       .99         10.04         5 
Model 2           .057           .99        .99         .99        .98         15.67*       8 
Model 3           .046           .97        .97         .98        .96         37.74**    11 
Model 4           .043           .96        .96         .97        .95         60.21**    24    
Note. SRMR = standardized root mean square residual, NFI = normed fit  
index; NNFI = non-normed fit index; CFI = comparative fit index; GFI =  
goodness of fit index; df = degrees of freedom; * = p < .05; ** = p < .01; 
Model 1 = unconstrained model, Model 2 = factor loadings constrained  
model; Model 3 = factor loadings and error variances constrained model;  
Model 4 = structural model.Table 2 
PPS Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations 
          Structural Model Correlations 
Item      Mean     SD          E1       E2        E3      GC1    GC2    GC3     GI1     GI2    
 
E1          3.62     .937     
E2          3.55     .912        .81     
E3          3.31     .961        .67       .74 
GC1       3.60     .896        .15       .23       .32 
GC2       3.21     .918        .36       .30       .40       .54 
GC3       3.67     .828        .35       .37       .47       .65       .73 
GI1        3.25     .699        .16       .23       .11       .06       .14       .16 
GI2        3.28     .799        .18       .27       .20       .06       .14       .15       .62 
GI3        3.32     .780        .15       .15       .11       .05       .17       .13       .51       .63 
Note. E = in-group entitativity; GC = group cohesion; GI = group identity;  
correlations are estimates of the within-groups population correlations, while  
means and SDs are from original within- and between-groups data combined. Entitativity     37 
Table 3 
 
HLM of Individual-Level Data 
 
 
  Effect        Gamma  SE       t          p 
 
Fixed 
Model for group means 
INTERCEPT, ?00                             .002            .063           .027       .979 
Model for GI-E                          
INTERCEPT, ?10                             .139            .063         2.220       .032 
Model for GC-E 
INTERCEPT, ?20                             .397            .066         6.016     <.001 
 
          Parameter                   ?
2                  p 
           variance 
 
Random 
Group mean, u0j                                   .053                    55.209            .035 
GI-E slope, u1j                                     .038                    43.900            .235 
GC-E slope, u2j                                    .039                    29.854         >.500 
Level 1 effect, rij                                 .733                      
 
Note. HLM = hierarchical linear modeling; E = in-group entitativity; GI = group  
identity power; GC = group cohesion; degrees of freedom for both random- and  
fixed-effects are based on 39 groups, as data associated with one group was lost, 
due to inappropriate responding (discussed in our method section).Entitativity     38 
Figure Caption 
Figure 1. Results from a confirmatory factor analysis modeling both in-group entitativity 
(EGIG) items 1 – 3 and out-group entitativity (EGOG) items 1 – 3.     
Figure 2. Results from a structural model relating group cohesion (GCS 1 – 3) and group 
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